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Prefaee 
The provision of quality public services in the eastern portion of Kentucky has been a serious 
problem for a number of years. A frequent response of legislators and residents of Eastern Ken-
tucky has been to request monies from the state and federal agencies on equity grounds. While 
the ability to pay for public services in this region is known to be limited through the use of 
economic indicators (i.e., per capita income), the question regarding whether Eastern 
Kentucky's residents are taxing themselves as heavily as the rest of the state has never been 
adequately studied. 
This research allows the fiscal effort of counties in Eastern Kentucky to be compared with the 
average property tax effort of the state. Only with this information can the redistribution of 





The eastern portion of Kentucky has long had insufficient tax revenues available to provide 
quality public services for local residents. Frequently, the response by legislators and others 
within the region has been to request additional resources from the state and federal levels of 
government for service provision. Particularly in present times of limited resources, the higher 
units of government would do well to ask the question: "Is this region truly poor, or are its 
residents simply unwilling to tax themselves at the same level as the rest of the state?" 
The purpose of this report is to provide a method for answering that question that can help of-
ficials at a higher level of government decide whether a local area merits resource redistribution 
for public service provision. 
The property tax was used in evaluating local fi scal effort. Tax rates, assessment/sales ratios, 
and the percentage of property that was tangible and real for each county are used to derive an 
index of effective f iscal effort for each county in Eastern Kentucky compared with the state 
average. An index of actual fiscal effort for the counties is also computed through the inclusion 
of property tax collection rates. 
Once the level of fiscal effort was determined, the amount of property tax revenue likely to be 
collected is calculated. A multiplication of the regional property tax rate by the assessed value 
of property by the tax collection rate yields this figure. 
Finally, the property tax revenues of Eastern Kentucky are compared with state property tax 
revenues to determine the percentage of the state's property tax revenue received by the region. 
When the percentage of state property tax revenue is compared to the region's percentage of 
state population, an objective measure of regional resource need for public service provision is 
produced. 
The conclusions and implications of the study are: 
(1) Eastern Kentucky's fiscal effort is as great as that in the rest of the state. It is 10 percent 
greater than the state average for general services, 9 percent less for county schools, and 5 per-
cent less for independent schools. 
(2) Property tax revenues of $38.0 million for Eastern Kentucky are 21.6 percent of the state's 
property tax revenues. The eastern part of the state has 29.4 percent of Kentucky's population. 
(3) Eastern Kentucky's fiscal effort is equal to the rest of the state, but its percentage of state 
property tax revenue (21.6) lags behind its percentage of state population (29.4). Therefore, a 
redistribution of state monies in favor of the eastern part of the state is warranted on the 
grounds of equity. 
(4) The fiscal effort information in this report, in combination with the percentage of state pro-
perty tax revenue and percentage of state population, cou ld be used at the county level in 
distributing state monies to counties for public service provision. Only those counties whose 
fiscal effort equaled the state average might receive additional monies for services. 
(5) Before this approach to allocating monies to individual counties for public service provi-
sion is considered in Kentucky, HB 1 and HB 44 may have to be revised to enable local counties 
to significantly alter their property tax efforts, as these laws severely limit the ability of counties 
to increase their property tax efforts. 
Introduction 
The quality of public services in the 49-county area defined as Appalachian Kentucky by the 
Appalachian Regional Commission is less than that found in the rest of the state. At various 
times, both the low per capita income of the region and a perceived unwillingness of East Ken-
tuckians to tax themselves at the same level as the rest of the state have been c ited as reasons 
for present service conditions. 
Low regional per capita income levels have been well documented by economic data 
However, the level of tax effort in the eastern portion of the state has not been carefully exam-
ined. This report analyzes Eastern Kentucky's tax effort as compared with the state's to deter-
mine whether the region is doing as much as can be expected, given its tax base. The answer to 
this tax effort question has important implications for the level of assistance, if any, Eastern 
Kentucky might expect from the rest of the state for the provision of public services. 
1 
Method of Study 
The vast majority of public services in Eastern Kentucky are provided and financed by local 
governments (i.e., counties). Although a few other sources exist, most local monies for public 
services are raised through the property tax. Therefore, this paper evaluates local financial effort 
using property tax as the indication of effort. 
A simple comparison of property tax rates in Eastern Kentucky counties with the average 
state rate is not an accurate measure of fiscal (tax) effort. This is because an area may have low 
assessments (compared with actual market values) and high tax rates; or high assessments and 
low rates. [Appalachian Land Ownership Task Force, 1981.] 
Property tax rates for each county have been obtained. [Kentucky Department of Revenue, 
1980.] While all property in Kentucky is legally required to be assessed at 100 percent of fair cash 
value, in reality a one-to-one relationship between assessed and market value is rarely achieved. 
Taxable property is commonly divided into two groups: (1) tangible property, and (2) real estate. 
Since no ratio of assessments to sales exists for tangible property, a one-to-one ratio must be 
assumed. An assessmenUsales ratio is available for real estate and has been used in calculating 
an area's fiscal effort. The assessment to sales ratio is expressed as a percentage and indicates 
the average relationship between the assessed value of all county real estate versus actual 
market value. For example, a piece of real estate assessed at $80 which is sold for $100 during 
the year would have an assessment/sales ratio of 80.0. 
First, a simple comparison of tax rates for tangible property can indicate tangible fiscal effort 
for a county. Giving the state average tax rate a value of 1.0 and dividing the individual county tax 
rates by the state average provides an index for comparison of an area's fiscal effort. 
A multiplication of the county's assessmenUsales ratio for real property by its tax rate in-
dicates the area's real fiscal effort based on the market value of its real property. Again, giving 
the state figure a value of 1.0 provides an index for each county. Finally, an overall index of effec-
tive fiscal effort is determined by a weighted average of the tangible and real property indexes 
for each county. 
The methodology for measuring fiscal effort of a county or group of counties outlined up to 
this point assumes that all taxes that could be collected wil l be collected (i.e., 100 percent col-
lection rate). This is unrealistic. Since actual collection rates for county taxes are not available, 
state property tax collection rates from each county have been used as a substitute. These col-
lection rates are provided for tangible and real property. 
By multiplying the county's collection rate for tangible property by the tax rate, an actual tax 
effort index for tangible property is calculated. When the assessmenUsales ratio for each county 
is multiplied by the product of the tax rate and collection rate for real property, an actual tax 
effort index for real property is calculated. A weighted average of the tangible and real property 
tax effort indexes provide a clear picture of actual local fiscal effort. 
Tax effort for general services and education has been examined separately because of dif-
ferences in property tax rates. Within the area of education, fiscal effort for county and indepen-
dent schools has been studied individually, due to differences in tax rates, areas served, and 
legal considerations. 
General Services 
Effective Fiscal Effort. An index for effective fiscal effort for general public services has been 
developed by initially constructing an index for tangible property only. This information for each 
county in Eastern Kentucky is found in Table 1. The average index for Eastern Kentucky is 1.11. 
This indicates that the Eastern Kentucky region, on the average, taxes its tangible property for 
general public services more heavily than does the state as a whole. For individual counties, the 
table mentioned above shows a range of tax effort from 0.64 (64 percent of the state average) for 
Clinton County to 1.73 (173 percent of the state average) for Magoffin County. 
To determine the overall effective tax effort of the region for services, real estate taxes have 
also been examined. This is outlined in Table 2. Since a ratio of assessed to sales value is 
available for real estate, an index of fiscal effort for general services from real estate has been 
calculated by multiplying the assessment/sales ratio for each county by its total property tax 
rate and dividing the results by the state average figure. The index of fiscal effort for real estate 
is 1.16 for al l of Eastern Kentucky. This is interpreted to mean that Eastern Kentucky's tax effort, 
given its tax base, is 16 percent greater than the state average. The range of fiscal effort indexes 
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for real estate for individual counties is from a low of 0.48 in Clinton County to 2.74 in Leslie 
County. 
The next step in constructing an overall index of effective fiscal effort has been to determine 
the percentage of assessed property value that is tangible and real for each county. This data 
appears in Table 3. By multiplying the indexes for both tangible property and real property by 
their percentages of total property value, summing the results, and dividing by 100, a weighted, 
overall index of effective fiscal effort for each county has been constructed. The indexes appear 
in Table 4. 
By viewing this table, it can be seen that the overall fiscal effort for general public services in 
Eastern Kentucky is 1.14. Thus, the region's tax effort in providing general public services is 14 
percent greater than the state average. The region as a whole is doing more for itself in providing 
general services than the rest of the state. Of course, not all counties are providing high levels of 
fiscal effort, as the range of effective fiscal effort indexes illustrates. The range for individual 
counties is from 0.52 to 2.47. 
One additional interesting point that might be mentioned at this juncture concerns the 
reasons for the rather high fiscal effort within Eastern Kentucky. These results can be traced to 
two key factors: (1) the assessment/sales ratio and (2) county property tax rates. 
Property value underassessment has often been cited as a serious problem in Eastern Ken-
tucky [Appalachian Land Ownership Task Force, 1981.) While it is a serious problem in a few 
counties (i.e., Martin), it is not a problem in the region as a whole, in comparison with the rest of 
the state. The assessment/sales ratios show that on the average Eastern Kentucky's real estate 
is assessed at 89.3 percent of its market value versus an 85.4 percent average for the state. Thus, 
real estate in the eastern portion of the state has been assessed more accurately than in the rest 
of the state. 
Secondly, the property tax rates for general services in Eastern Kentucky average 21 cents per 
$100 assessed valuation versus an average of 19 cents per $100 assessed value for the state as a 
whole. Therefore, both property tax levels and assessment/sales ratios are higher in the eastern 
part of the state. This produces an effective fiscal effort 14 percent higher in Eastern Kentucky 
than for the state, on the average. 
To conclude this section, Table 5 considers the effective fiscal effort of the major coal produc-
ing counties only. These counties produce in excess of 900 thousand tons of coal per year. This 
is done because this portion of the region is often perceived as characteristic of all of the 
eastern part of the state. Table 5 shows that effective fiscal effort for public services is greater in 
these coal counties than in Eastern Kentucky as a whole at 1.26. In addition, only three of the 16 
counties have indexes less than the state average index of 1.0. 
Actual Fiscal Effort. The preceding section examined effective or potential fiscal effort for 
public services. Such an approach assumes a 100 percent tax collection rate. This is obviously 
an incorrect assumption. Therefore, actual fiscal effort can be calculated by including tax collec-
tion rates by county for both tangible and real property taxes. [Kentucky Department of Revenue, 
1981.) 
First, for tangible property only, the tangible property collection rate for each county is 
multiplied by the county property tax rate and divided by the state average figure to determine an 
index of actual fiscal effort for tangible property only. This information appears in Table 6. 
Because the collection rate for tangible property is about 3 percent lower for the eastern part of 
the state, the average actual fiscal effort for general services from tangible property is 1.06. 
For real property, the actual fiscal effort for general services has been calculated on Table 7. 
The collection rate for real property has been multiplied by the product of the assessment/sales 
ratio and the county property tax rate to develop an index (see Table 8). The resultant index of 
actual fiscal effort for real property is 1.12. 
The actual tangible and real property indexes have been weighted and combined in Table 9, 
using the same method as that described for effective effort earlier. The actual fiscal effort 
indexes for each county, as well as for the Eastern Kentucky region as a whole, are in Table 10. 
The results show that even after a slightly lower collection rate is taken into consideration, the 
overall actual f iscal effort in Eastern Kentucky is 1.10, or 10 percent higher than the state 
average. Computing the coal county average shows an even higher level of fiscal effort than the 
Eastern Kentucky region as a whole, at 1.17. 
Thus, in conclusion with respect to general services, Eastern Kentucky's fiscal effort is 
greater than the state average. This is true of effective as well as actual fiscal effort (1 .16 and 
1.10, respectively). For both measures of fiscal effort, the coal counties are exerting even more 
effort than the rest of the region (1.26 and 1.17). 
County Schools 
Effective Fiscal Effort. Because of the difference in property tax rates for education and other 
county services, a separate analysis of fiscal effort for schools is necessary. Further, regional 
schools can be subdivided into county and independent school districts. County schools have 
been examined first. 
An index of effective fiscal effort for education based on tangible property only is calculated 
in Table 11 . Eastern Kentucky's school property tax rates average 17.7 cents per $100 assessed 
valuation versus 19.6 cents for the state. Therefore, the index of effective fiscal effort for tangible 
property is just less than 1.0 at .92. The county variation is from .41 to 1.71. 
When the assessmenUsales ratio is multiplied by the school property tax rates, an index of 
effective fiscal effort for schools from real estate is calculated. This is done in Table 12. The 
average index for Eastern Kentucky is slightly higher for real property than tangible, at 0.96. The 
individual counties have effective fiscal effort indexes that range from a low of 0.15 to 1.82. 
Tables 13 and 14 present a weighted composite index of 0.95 for effective fiscal effort for 
county schools. This index figure means that on the average, the effective fiscal effort for county 
schools in Eastern Kentucky is less than the state average. The difference in effort, however, is 
rather small. In fact, Eastern Kentucky's effective fiscal effort is 95 percent of the state average 
for county schools. 
Actual Fiscal Effort. The assumption that was made earlier for the general services effective 
tax effort has been made in measuring effective effort for county schools-a 100 percent collec-
tion rate. By including the actual collection rates for tangible and real property for each county, 
actual fiscal effort has been computed. 
For tangible property only, the collection rate multiplied by the school property tax rate has 
been used to calculate an index of actual fiscal effort for schools from tangible property only 
(see Table 16). The average index for Eastern Kentucky's actual fiscal effort is 0.88 or 12 percent 
less than the state average from tangible property only. The range for individual counties is from 
0.14 to 1.57 for tangible property. 
The actual fiscal effort index from real property for county schools in the region averages 0.93. 
This has been calculated by multiplying the real property collection rate by the 
assessmenUsales ratio by the school property tax rate and developing an index based on the 
state average figure. These figures appear in Table 17. 
Table 18 combines the actual tangible and actual real indexes by weighting them. Table 19 
summarizes the actual fiscal effort of Eastern Kentucky with regard to schools. The average 
index for the region is 0.91 or nine percent less than the state average. The range of indexes is 
from 0.15 in Whitley County to 1.72 in Lee County. 
Table 20 reports the index of fiscal effort for the coal counties of Eastern Kentucky. It is slight-
ly lower at 0.88. In addition, 12 of the 16 coal counties have actual fiscal effort indexes of less 
than 1.0 (the state average). 
Independent Schools 
Effective Fiscal Effort. Because not all public education is done in county school districts, in-
dependent school districts have also been examined. The methodology described earlier is 
employed in finding the region's index of effective fiscal effort for tangible property to be 0.96 
(Table 21). 
When the assessmenUsales ratio figures are taken into account for real estate, the effective 
fiscal effort for this type of property is equal to the state average of 1.00. 
The combined index for tangible and real property shows that Eastern Kentucky's effective 
fiscal effort for independent schools is 0.99 (see Table 24). Thus, on the average, the effective 
fiscal effort is just one percent less than the state average. 
Actual Fiscal Effort. Tables 25 through 28 adjust the earlier fiscal effort measures to account 
for collection rate differences between counties. To summarize the results, Table 28 shows that 




Property Tax Revenues 
In general, Eastern Kentucky's fiscal effort is about equal to that for the rest of the state (i.e., 
slightly higher than average for general services and just less than average for education). An im-
portant question yet to be addressed is, " How much property tax revenue will be collected?" 
The method for calculating these revenues for general services, county schools, and indepen-
dent school districts is presented in Tables 29 thru 37. For each service category, tangible and 
real property revenues are calculated separately and then added to determine total property tax 
revenue for that service category. For example, revenues generated for general services are 
calculated by multiplying the average property tax rate for East Kentucky by the assessed value 
of the property (tangible or real) by the tangible or real property collection rate. Tangible and real 
property revenues are summed to find total property tax revenue for general services for Eastern 
Kentucky. The results for all three services found Eastern Kentucky's property tax revenues to 
be as follows: $18.9 million, general services; $12.6 million, county schools; and $6.5 million for 
independent schools. The same method is used to calculate property tax revenues for all of Ken-
tucky. The results are $82.5 million, general services; $68.7 million, county schools; and $24.5 
million, independent schools. 
A summary of the property tax revenue situation for Eastern Kentucky and all of Kentucky is 
found in Table 38. It shows Eastern Kentucky's property tax revenues at $38.0 million versus 
state revenues of $175.7 million. Expressed in percentage terms, Eastern Kentucky's property 
tax revenue is 21.6 percent of the state's. This compares with 29.4 percent of Kentucky's popula-
tion which resides in the eastern part of the state. [U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1980.] 
Conclusions and Implications 
This report ind icates the following: 
(1) Eastern Kentucky's fiscal effort is as great as that in the rest of the state. It is 10 percent 
greater than the state average for general services, 9 percent less for county schools, and 5 per-
cent less for independent schools. 
(2) Property tax revenues of $38.0 million for Eastern Kentucky are 21.6 percent of the state's 
property tax revenues. The eastern part of the state has 29.4 percent of Kentucky's population. 
(3) Eastern Kentucky's fiscal effort is equal to the rest of the state, but its percentage of state 
property tax revenue (21.6) lags behind its percentage of state population (29.4). Therefore, a 
redistribution of state monies in favor of the eastern part of the state is warranted on the 
grounds of equity. 
(4) The fiscal effort information in this report, in combination with the percentage of state 
property tax revenue and percentage of state population, could be used at the county level in 
distributing state monies to counties for public service provision. Only those counties whose 
fiscal effort equaled the state average might receive additional monies for services. 
(5) Before this approach to allocating monies to individual counties for public service provi-
sion is considered in Kentucky, HB 1 and HB 44 may have to be revised to enable local counties 
to significantly alter their property tax efforts, as these laws severely limit the ability of counties 
to increase their property tax efforts. 
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Table I. General Services 
Index of Effective Fiscal Effort 

































































































































































Source: [Kentucky Department of Revenue, 1980). 
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Table 2. General Services 
Index of Effective Fiscal Effort 
Real Property Only 
1979 Assessment/Sales 
Ratio (Dollars of Total County Property Effective 
Assessed Value/$100 of Tax Rates (cents/$100 Real 
County Market Value) X Assessed Valuation) = Number Index 
Adair 88.4 30.6 2705 1.67 
Bath 80.5 17.0 1389 0.84 
Bell 90.4 23.6 2133 1.31 
Boyd 81.0 22.6 1831 1.13 
Breathitt 70.9 32.6 2311 1.42 
Carter 88.2 14.4 1270 0.78 
Casey 88.3 20.6 1819 1.12 
Clark 71 .1 15.6 1109 0.68 
Clay 93.0 19.6 1823 1.00 
Clinton 64.5 12.2 787 0.48 
Cumberland 102.5 21.9 2245 1.38 
Elliott 90.2 26.5 2390 1.47 
Estill 73.9 15.8 1168 0.72 
Fleming 92.0 17.4 1601 0.99 
Floyd 76.4 21 .0 1604 0.99 
Garrard 82.2 12.3 1011 0.62 
Green 85.7 20.6 1765 1.09 
Greenup 74.6 16.7 1246 0.77 
Harlan 68.2 22.4 1528 0.94 
Jackson 77.0 20.0 1540 0.95 
Johnson 93.8 20.7 1942 1.20 
Knott 92.1 20.4 1879 1.16 
Knox 67.0 22.0 1474 0.91 
Laurel 102.2 15.6 1594 0.98 
Lawrence 86.6 24.8 2148 1.32 
Lee 91 .5 16.7 1528 0.94 
Leslie 104.5 42.5 4441 2.74 
Letcher 80.8 23.4 1891 1.16 
Lewis 89.6 20.7 1855 1.14 
Lincoln 74.7 28.9 1412 0.87 
McCreary 89.8 26.5 2380 1.47 
Madison 96.0 12.3 1181 0.73 
Magoffin 98.5 32.8 3231 1.99 
Martin 49.8 21 .2 1056 0.65 
Menifee 108.8 30.1 3295 2.02 
Monroe 92.2 20.8 1918 1.18 
Montgomery 93.3 15.7 1465 0.90 
Morgan 108.9 27.9 3038 1.87 
Owsley 71.3 34.2 2439 1.50 
Perry 92.4 20.5 1894 1.17 
Pike 98.9 20.8 2057 1.27 
Powell 98.0 16.7 1637 1.01 
Pulaski 105.8 12.8 1354 0.83 
Rockcastle 117.3 14.1 1654 1.02 
Rowan 86.4 14.5 1253 0.77 
Russell 85.2 24.5 2087 1.29 
Wayne 92.9 23.2 2155 1.33 
Whitley 92.3 15.8 1458 0.90 
Wolfe 81 .8 17.3 1415 0.87 
E. Ky 89.3 21.0 1875 1.16 
Ky 85.4 19.0 1623 1.00 
Sources: [Kentucky Department of Revenue, 1979-80] and [Kentucky Department of Revenue, 1980]. 
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Table 3. General Services 
Index of Effective Fiscal Effort 
Tangible and Real Property Weightings 
Percent of Effective Effective 
Effective Property Tangible Effective Percent of Real 
Tangible That Is Weighted Real Property Weighted 
County Index X Tangible = Index Index X That Is Real = Index 
Adair 1.61 19 30.59 1.67 81 135.27 
Bath 0.89 18 16.02 0.84 82 68.88 
Bell 1.12 46 51.52 1.31 54 70.74 
Boyd 1.19 31 36.89 1.13 69 77.97 
Breathitt 1.72 59 101.48 1.42 41 58.22 
Carter 0.76 26 19.76 0.78 74 57.74 
Casey 1.08 21 22.68 1.12 79 88.48 
Clark 0.82 23 18.86 0.68 77 52.36 
Clay 1.03 46 47.38 1.00 54 54.00 
Clinton 0.64 26 16.64 0.48 74 35.52 
Cumberland 1.15 27 31 .05 1.38 73 100.74 
Elliot 1.39 40 55.60 1.47 60 88.20 
Estill 0.83 31 25.73 0.72 69 49.68 
Fleming 0.92 20 18.40 0.99 80 79.20 
Floyd 1.11 49 54.39 0.99 51 50.49 
Garrard 0.65 17 11.05 0.62 83 51.46 
Green 1.08 23 24.84 1.09 77 83.93 
Greenup 0.88 25 22.00 0.77 75 57.75 
Harlan 1.18 55 64.90" 0.94 45 42.30 
Jackson 1.05 33 34.65 0.95 67 63.65 
Johnson 1.09 38 41.42 1.20 62 74.40 
Knott 1.07 47 50.29 1.16 53 61.48 
Knox 1.16 33 38.28 0.91 67 60.97 
Laurel 0.82 32 26.24 0.98 68 66.64 
Lawrence 1.31 36 47.16 1.32 74 97.68 
Lee 0.88 39 34.32 0.94 61 57.34 
Leslie 2.24 55 123.20 2.74 45 123.30 
Letcher 1.23 51 62.73 1.16 49 56.84 
Lewis 1.09 24 26.16 1.14 76 86.64 
Lincoln 0.99 22 21 .78 0.87 78 67.86 
McCreary 1.39 44 61.16 1.47 56 82.32 
Madison 0.65 19 12.35 0.73 81 59.13 
Mogoffin 1.73 46 79.58 1.99 54 107.46 
Martin 1.12 61 68.32 0.65 39 25.35 
Menifee 1.58 23 36.34 2.02 77 155.54 
Monroe 1.09 24 26.16 1.18 76 89.69 
Montgomery 0.83 18 14.94 0.90 82 73.80 
Morgan 1.47 32 47.04 1.87 68 127.16 
Owsley 1.80 33 59.40 1.50 67 100.50 
Perry 1.08 55 59.40 1.17 45 52.65 
Pike 1.09 49 53.41 1.27 51 64.77 
Powell 0.88 24 21.12 1.01 76 76.76 
Pulaski 0.67 25 16.75 0.83 75 62.25 
Rockcastle 0.74 33 24.42 1.02 67 68.34 
Rowan 0.76 26 19.76 0.77 74 56.98 
Russell 1.29 25 32.25 1.29 75 96.75 
Wayne 1.22 25 30.50 1.33 75 99.75 
Whitley 0.83 35 29.05 0.90 65 58.50 
Wolfe 0.91 40 36.40 0.87 60 52.20 
E. Ky. 1.11 34 37.74 1.16 66 76.56 
Ky. 1.00 26 26.00 1.00 74 74.00 
Sources: Tables 1 and 2, [Kentucky Department of Revenue, 1979-80]. 
Table 4. General Services 
Index of Effective Fiscal Effort 











































































































Table s. General Services 
Index of Effective Fiscal Effort 





















Coal County Average 1.26 
13 above 1.0 
3 below 1.0 



















Table 6. General Services 
Index of Actual Fiscal Effort 
Tangible Property Only 
Total County Property Actual 
Collection Rate Tax Rates (cents/$100 Tangiblt 
County Tangible Property X Assessed Valuation) Number Index 
Adair 91.38 30.6 2796 1.62 
Bath 88.43 17.0 1503 .87 
Bell 84.22 23.1 1988 1.15 
Boyd 95.65 22.6 2162 1.25 
Breathitt 87.84 32.6 2864 1.66 
Carter 93.28 14.4 1343 .78 
Casey 93.84 20.6 1933 1.12 
Clark 89.89 15.6 1402 .81 
Clay 85.70 19.6 1680 .97 
Clinton 93.31 12.2 1138 .66 
Cumberland 92.32 21.9 2022 1.17 
Elliot 77.20 26.5 2046 1.19 
Estill 88.00 15.8 1390 .81 
Fleming 93.46 17.4 1626 .94 
Floyd 82.15 21.0 1725 1.00 
Garrard 95.39 12.3 1173 .68 
Green 97.77 20.6 2014 1.17 
Greenup 91.56 16.7 1529 .89 
Harlan 85.31 22.4 1911 1.1 1 
Jackson 87.94 20.0 1759 1.02 
Johnson 83.31 20.7 1725 1.00 
Knott 76.24 20.4 1555 .90 
Knox 75.62 22.0 1664 .96 
Laurel 87.59 15.6 1366 .79 
Lawrence 79.35 24.8 1968 1.14 
Lee 83.71 16.7 1398 .81 
Leslie 81.94 42.5 3483 2.02 
Lewis 89.50 20.7 1853 1.07 
Lincoln 93.57 18.9 1769 1.03 
McCreary 85.83 26.5 2275 1.32 
Madison 91.64 12.3 1127 .65 
Magoffin 83.87 32.8 2751 1.60 
Martin 90.62 21.2 1921 1.11 
Menifee 90.73 30.1 2728 1.58 
Monroe 94.01 20.8 1955 1.13 
Montgomery 93.62 15.7 1470 .85 
Morgan 73.84 27.9 2060 1.19 
Owsley 83.37 34.2 2851 1.65 
Perry 88.20 20.5 1808 1.05 
Pike 77.65 20.8 1615 .94 
Powell 85.71 16.7 1134 .83 
Pulaski 89.74 12.8 1149 .67 
Rockcastle 89.89 14.1 1267 .74 
Rowan 84.09 14.5 1219 .71 
Russell 95.83 24.5 2348 1.36 
Wayne 94.31 23.2 2188 1.27 
Whitley 87.33 15.8 1380 .80 
Wolfe 70.40 17.3 1218 .71 
E. Ky 87.45 21.0 1836 1.06 
Ky 90.74 19.0 1724 1.00 
Sources: [Kentucky Department of Revenue, 1981], Table 2. 
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Table 7. General Services 
Index of Actual Fiscal Effort 
Real Property Only 
Assessment/Sales Actual 
Collection Rate Ratio X County Schools Real 
County Real Property X Property Tax Rates = Number Index 
Adair 98.42 2705 266226 1.71 
Bath 97.01 1369 132807 .85 
Bell 90.30 2133 192610 1.24 
Boyd 96.73 1831 177113 1.14 
Breathitt 82.25 2311 190080 1.22 
Carter 95.91 1270 121806 .78 
Casey 98.97 1819 180026 1.15 
Clark 98.31 1109 109025 .70 
Clay 92.97 1823 169484 1.09 
Clinton 96.84 787 76213 .49 
Cumberland 96.49 2245 216620 1.39 
Elliot 90.19 2390 215554 1.38 
Estill 95.88 1168 111988 .72 
Fleming 99.67 1601 159572 1.02 
Floyd 89.93 1604 144248 .92 
Garrard 98.39 1011 99472 .64 
Green 98.90 1765 174559 1.12 
Greenup 94.70 1246 117996 .76 
Harlan 98.60 1528 150661 .97 
Jackson 95.38 1540 146885 .94 
Johnson 92.59 1942 179810 1.15 
Knott 81 .81 1879 153721 .99 
Knox 84.05 1474 123890 .79 
Laurel 91 .22 1594 145405 .93 
Lawrence 95.97 2148 206144 1.32 
Lee 89.93 1528 137413 .88 
Leslie 79.22 4441 351816 2.26 
Letcher 85.39 1891 161473 1.04 
Lewis 96.77 1855 179508 1.15 
Lincoln 98.42 1412 138969 .89 
McCreary 92.45 2380 220031 1.41 
Madison 96.97 1181 114522 .73 
Magoffin 84.90 3231 274312 1.76 
Martin 91.75 1056 96888 .62 
Menifee 91 .25 3295 300668 1.93 
Monroe 98.34 1918 188616 1.21 
Montgomery 96.02 1465 140669 .90 
Morgan 92.29 3038 280377 1.80 
Owsley 93.70 2439 228534 1.47 
Perry 93.28 1894 176672 1.13 
Pike 85.72 2057 176326 1.13 
Powell 82.15 1637 134479 .86 
Pulaski 96.41 1354 130539 .84 
Rockcastle 93.50 1654 154649 .99 
Rowan 95.69 1253 119900 .77 
Russell 98.21 2087 204964 1.31 
Wayne 97.13 2155 209315 1.34 
Whitley 92.04 1458 134194 .86 
Wolfe 92.95 1415 131524 .84 
E. Ky 93.18 1875 174713 1.12 
Ky 96.09 1623 155954 1.00 
Sources: [Kentucky Department of Revenue, 1981], Table 2. 
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Table 8. General Services 
Index of Actual Fiscal Effort 
Tangible and Real Property Weightings 
Percent of Actual Percent of Actual 
Actual Property Tangible Actual Property Real 
Tangible That Is Weighted Real That Is Weighted 
County Index X Tangible = Index Index X Real = Index 
Adair 1.62 19 30.78 1.71 81 138.51 
Bath .87 18 15.66 .85 82 69.70 
Bell 1.15 46 52.90 1.24 54 66.96 
Boyd 1.25 31 38.75 1.14 69 78.66 
Breathitt 1.66 59 97.94 1.22 41 50.02 
Carter .78 26 20.28 .78 74 57.72 
Casey 1.12 21 23.52 1.15 79 90.85 
Clark .81 23 18.63 .70 77 53.90 
Clay .97 46 44.62 1.09 54 58.86 
Clinton .66 26 17.16 .49 74 36.26 
Cumberland 1.17 27 31 .59 1.39 73 101.47 
Elliot 1.19 40 47.60 1.38 60 82.80 
Estill .81 31 25.11 .72 69 49.68 
Fleming .94 20 18.80 1.02 80 81.60 
Floyd 1.00 49 49.00 .92 51 46.92 
Garrard .68 17 11.56 .64 83 53.12 
Green 1.17 23 26.91 1.12 77 86.24 
Greenup .89 25 22.25 .76 75 57.00 
Harlan 1.11 55 61 .05 .97 45 43.65 
Jackson 1.02 33 33.66 .94 67 62.98 
Johnson 1.00 38 38.00 1.15 62 71 .30 
Knott .90 47 42.30 .99 53 52.47 
Knox .96 33 31 .68 .79 67 52.93 
Laurel .79 32 25.28 .93 68 63.24 
Lawrence 1.14 36 41.04 1.32 64 84.48 
Lee .81 39 31.59 .88 61 53.68 
Leslie 2.02 55 111.10 2.26 45 101.70 
Letcher 1.14 51 58.14 1.04 49 50.96 
Lewis 1.02 24 24.48 1.15 74 85.10 
Lincoln 1.03 22 22.66 .89 78 69.42 
McCreary 1.32 44 58.08 1.41 66 93.06 
Madison .65 19 12.35 .73 81 59.13 
Magoffin 1.60 46 73.60 1.76 54 95.04 
Martin 1.11 61 67.71 .62 39 24.18 
Menifee 1.58 23 36.34 1.93 77 148.61 
Monroe 1.13 24 27.12 1.21 76 91 .96 
Montgomery .85 18 15.30 .90 82 73.80 
Morgan 1.19 32 38.08 1.80 68 122.40 
Owsley 1.65 33 54.45 1.47 67 98.49 
Perry 1.05 55 57.75 1.13 45 50.85 
Pike .94 49 46.06 1.13 51 57.63 
Powell .83 24 19.92 .86 76 65.36 
Pulaski .67 25 16.75 .84 75 63.00 
Rockcastle .74 33 24.42 .99 67 66.33 
Rowan .71 26 18.46 .77 74 56.98 
Russell 1.36 25 34.00 1.31 75 98.25 
Wayne 1.27 25 31.75 1.34 75 100.50 
Whitley .80 35 28.00 .86 65 55.90 
Wolfe .71 40 28.40 .84 60 50.40 
E. Ky. 1.06 34 36.04 1.12 66 73.92 
Ky. 1.00 26 26.00 1.00 74 74.00 
Sources: Table 6, Table 3, Table 7. 
Table 9. General Services 
Index of Actual Fiscal Effort 











































































































Table IO. General Services 
Index of Actual Fiscal Effort 





















Coal County Average 1.17 
11 above 1.0 
5 below 1.0 



















Table ••· County Schools 
Index of Effective Fiscal Effort 































































































































































Source: [Kentucky Department of Revenue, 1980]. 
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Table I2. County Schools 
Index of Effective Fiscal Effort 
Real Property Only 
Effective 
Assessment County Schools Real 
County Sales/Ratio X Property Tax Rate = Number Index 
Adair 88.4 15.0 1326 .79 
Bath 80.5 22.4 1803 1.08 
Bell 90.4 20.4 1844 1.10 
Boyd 81.0 28.3 2292 1.37 
Breathitt 70.9 26.5 1878 1.13 
Carter 88.2 13.9 1226 .73 
Casey 88.3 10.0 883 .53 
Clark 71.1 18.4 1308 .78 
Clay 93.0 15.0 1395 .84 
Clinton 64.5 15.0 968 .58 
Cumberland 102.5 14.1 1445 .87 
Elliot 90.2 31.3 2823 1.69 
Estill 73.9 12.8 946 .57 
Fleming 92.0 13.6 1251 .75 
Floyd 76.4 18.4 1406 .84 
Garrard 82.2 27.2 2235 1.34 
Green 85.7 23.4 2005 1.20 
Greenup 74.6 33.2 2477 1.48 
Harlan 68.2 19.9 1357 .81 
Jackson 77.0 15.0 1155 .68 
Johnson 93.8 31.8 2982 1.79 
Knott 92.1 19.9 1832 1.10 
Knox 67.0 15.0 1005 .60 
Laurel 102.2 15.0 1533 .92 
Lawrence 86.6 15.0 1299 .78 
Lee 91 .5 33.3 3045 1.82 
Leslie 104.5 15.4 1609 .96 
Letcher 80.8 24.5 1979 1.19 
Lewis 89.6 23.7 2213 1.33 
Lincoln 74.7 22.4 1673 1.00 
McCreary 89.8 14.5 1308 .78 
Madison 96.0 8.7 835 .50 
Magoffin 98.5 15.0 1477 .88 
Martin 49.8 14.2 707 .42 
Menifee 108.8 3.2 348 .21 
Monroe 92.2 22.0 2028 1.21 
Montgomery 93.3 28.3 2640 1.58 
Morgan 108.9 15.0 1633 .98 
Owsley 71 .3 18.3 1304 .78 
Perry 92.4 16.2 1496 .90 
Pike 98.9 19.5 1928 1.15 
Powell 98.0 24.7 2420 1.45 
Pulaski 
Rockcastle 117.3 7.0 821 .49 
Rowan 86.4 16.6 1434 .86 
Russell 85.2 5.3 451 .27 
Wayne 92.9 15.0 1393 .83 
Whitley 92.3 2.8 258 .15 
Wolfe 81.8 8.0 654 .39 
E. Ky 89.3 18.02 1610 .96 
Ky 85.4 19.56 1670 1.00 
Sources: [Kentucky Department of Revenue, 1979-80) and [Kentucky Department of Revenue, 1980). 
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Table I3. County Schools 
Index of Effective Fiscal Effort 
Tangible and Real Property Weightings 
Percent of Effective EffectivE 
Effective Property Tangible Effective Percent of Real 
Tangible That Is Weighted Real Property Weightec 
County Index X Tangible Index Index X That Is Real = Index 
Adair .77 19 14.63 .79 81 63.99 
Bath 1.44 18 25.92 1.08 82 88.56 
Bell 1.04 46 47.84 1.10 54 59.40 
Boyd 1.45 31 44.95 1.37 69 94.53 
Breathitt 1.35 59 79.56 1.13 41 46.33 
Carter .71 26 18.46 .73 74 54.02 
Casey .51 21 10.71 .53 79 41.87 
Clark .94 23 21 .62 .78 77 60.06 
Clay .77 46 35.42 .84 54 45.36 
Clinton .77 26 20.02 .58 74 42.92 
Cumberland .72 27 19.44 .87 73 63.51 
Elliot 1.60 41 65.60 1.69 59 99.71 
Estill .65 31 20.15 .57 69 39.33 
Fleming .70 20 14.00 .75 80 60.00 
Floyd .94 49 46.06 .84 51 42.84 
Garrard 1.39 17 23.63 1.34 83 111.22 
Green 1.20 23 27.60 1.20 77 92.40 
Greenup 1.70 25 42.50 1.48 75 111.00 
Harlan 1.02 55 56.10 .81 45 36.45 
Jackson .77 33 25.41 .68 67 45.56 
Johnson 1.63 38 61 .94 1.79 62 110.98 
Knott 1.02 47 47.94 1.10 53 58.30 
Knox .77 33 25.41 .60 67 40.20 
Laurel .77 32 24.64 .92 68 62.56 
Lawrence .77 36 27.72 .78 67 52.26 
Lee 1.70 39 66.30 1.82 61 111.02 
Leslie .79 55 43.45 .96 45 43.20 
Letcher 1.25 51 63.75 1.19 49 58.31 
Lewis 1.26 24 30.24 1.33 76 101.08 
Lincoln 1.15 22 25.30 1.00 78 78.00 
McCreary .74 44 32.56 .78 56 43.68 
Madison .44 19 8.36 .50 79 39.50 
Magoffin .77 46 35.42 .88 54 47.52 
Martin .73 61 44.53 .42 39 16.38 
Menifee .16 23 3.68 .21 77 16.17 
Monroe 1.12 24 26.88 1.21 76 91.96 
Montgomery 1.45 18 36.10 1.58 88 139.04 
Morgan .77 32 24.64 .98 68 66.64 
Owsley .94 33 32.02 .78 67 52.26 
Perry .83 55 45.65 .90 45 40.50 
Pike 1.00 49 49.00 1.15 51 58.65 
Powell 1.26 24 30.24 1.45 76 110.20 
Pulaski 
Rockcastle .36 33 11.88 .49 67 32.83 
Rowan .85 26 22.10 .86 74 63.64 
Russell .27 25 6.75 .27 75 20.25 
Wayne .77 25 19.25 .83 75 62.25 
Whitley .14 35 4.90 .15 65 9.75 
Wolfe .41 40 16.40 .39 60 23.40 
E. Ky. .92 34 31 .28 .96 66 63.36 
Ky. 1.00 26 26.00 1.00 74 74.00 
Sources: Table 11, Table 8, Table 12. 
Table x4. County Sc:hools 
Index of Effective Fiscal Effort 










































































































Table xs. County Sc:hools 
Index of Effective Fiscal Effort 





















Coal County Average .93 
6 above 1.0 
10 below 1.0 



















Table 16. County Schools 
Index of Actual Fiscal Effort 
Tangible Property Only 
Actm 
Collection Rate County Schools Tangit 
County Tangible Property X Property Tax Rate = Number lndei 
Adair 91.38 15.0 1370 .77 
Bath 88.43 22.4 1981 1.12 
Bell 84.22 20.4 1718 .97 
Boyd 98.65 28.3 2792 1.57 
Breathitt 87.84 26.5 2328 1.31 
Carter 93.28 13.9 1297 .73 
Casey 93.84 10.0 938 .53 
Clark 89.89 18.4 1654 .93 
Clay 85.70 15.0 1286 .72 
Clinton 93.31 15.0 1400 .79 
Cumberland 92.32 14.1 1301 .73 
Elliot 77.20 31 .3 2416 1.36 
Estil l 88.00 12.8 1126 .63 
Fleming 93.46 13.6 1271 .72 
Floyd 82.15 18.4 1512 .85 
Garrard 95.39 27.2 2595 1.45 
Green 97.77 23.4 2288 1.29 
Greenup 91.56 33.2 3040 1.71 
Harlan 85.31 19.9 1698 .96 
Jackson 87.94 15.0 1319 .74 
Johnson 83.31 31.8 2650 1.49 
Knott 76.24 19.9 1517 .85 
Knox 75.62 15.0 1134 .64 
Laurel 87.59 15.0 1314 .74 
Lawrence 79.35 15.0 1190 .67 
Lee 83.71 33.3 2788 1.57 
Leslie 81 .94 15.4 1262 .71 
Letcher 83.83 24.5 2054 1.16 
Lewis 89.50 24.7 2210 1.25 
Lincoln 93.57 22.4 2096 1.18 
McCreary 85.83 14.5 1245 .70 
Madison 91 .64 8.7 797 .45 
Magoffin 83.87 15.0 1258 .71 
Martin 90.62 14.2 1287 .72 
Menifee 90.73 3.2 290 .16 
Monroe 94.01 22.0 2068 1.17 
Montgomery 93.62 28.3 2649 1.49 
Morgan 73.84 15.0 1107 .62 
Owsley 83.37 18.3 1527 .86 
Perry 88.20 16.2 1429 .80 
Pike 77.65 19.5 1514 .85 
Powell 85.71 24.7 2117 1.19 
Pulaski 89.74 
Rockcastle 89.89 7.0 629 .35 
Rowan 84.09 16.6 1396 .79 
Russell 95.83 5.3 508 .29 
Wayne 94.31 15.0 1415 .80 
Whitley 86.33 2.8 245 .14 
Wolfe 70.40 8.0 563 .32 
E. Ky 87.45 18.02 1569 .88 
Ky 90.74 19.56 1775 1.00 
Sources: Table 6, Table 11. 
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Table 1.7. County Schools 
Index of Actual Fiscal Effort 
Real Property Only 
Assessment/Sales Actual 
Collection Rate Ratio X County Schools Real 
County Real Property X Property Tax Rates = Number Index 
Adair 98.42 1326 130,505 0.86 
Bath 97.01 1803 174,909 1.16 
Bell 90.30 1844 166,513 1.10 
Boyd 96.73 2006 194,040 1.28 
Breathitt 82.25 2337 192,218 1.27 
Carter 95.91 1226 117,586 0.78 
Casey 98.97 883 87,391 0.58 
Clark 98.31 1308 128,589 0.85 
Clay 92.97 1395 129,693 0.86 
Clinton 96.84 968 93,741 0.62 
Cumberland 96.49 1445 139,428 0.92 
Elliot 90.19 2823 254,630 1.68 
Estill 95.88 946 90,702 0.60 
Fleming 99.67 1251 124,687 0.82 
Floyd 89.93 1406 126,442 0.83 
Garrard 98.39 2235 219,902 1.45 
Green 98.90 2005 198,295 1.31 
Greenup 94.40 2477 234,572 1.55 
Harlan 98.60 1357 133,800 0.88 
Jackson 95.38 1155 110,164 0.73 
Johnson 92.59 2982 276,103 1.82 
Knott 81.81 1832 149,876 0.97 
Knox 84.05 1005 84,470 0.56 
Laurel 91 .22 1533 139,840 0.92 
Lawrence 95.97 1299 124,665 0.82 
Lee 89.93 3046 273,927 1.81 
Leslie 79.22 1609 127,465 0.84 
Letcher 85.39 1979 168,987 1.12 
Lewis 96.77 2213 214,152 1.41 
Lincoln 98.42 1673 164,657 1.09 
McCreary 92.45 1308 120,925 0.80 
Madison 96.97 835 80,970 0.53 
Magoffin 83.87 1477 123,876 0.82 
Martin 90.62 707 64,068 0.42 
Menifee 90.73 348 31 ,574 0.21 
Monroe 94.01 2028 190,652 1.26 
Montgomery 93.62 2640 247,157 1.78 
Morgan 73.84 1633 120,581 0.80 
Owsley 83.37 1204 108,714 0.72 
Perry 88.20 1496 131,947 0.87 
Pike 77.65 1928 149,709 0.99 
Powell 85.71 2420 207,418 1.37 
Pulaski 89.74 NA NA NA 
Rockcastle 89.89 821 73,800 0.49 
Rowan 84.09 1434 120,585 0.80 
Russell 95.83 451 43,219 0.29 
Wayne 94.31 1393 131,374 0.87 
Whitley 87.33 258 22,531 0.15 
Wolfe 70.40 654 46,042 0.30 
E. Ky 87.45 1610 140,795 0.93 
Ky 90.74 1670 151,536 1.00 
Sources: Table 7, Table 12. 
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Table IS. County Schools 
Index of Actual Fiscal Effort 
Tangible and Real Property Weightings 
Percent of Actual Percent of Actual 
Actual Property Tangible Actual Property Real 
Tangible That Is Weighted Real That Is Weightec 
County Index X Tangible = Index Index X Real = Index 
Adair .77 19 14.63 0.86 81 69.66 
Bath 1.12 18 20.16 1.16 82 95.12 
Bell .97 46 44.62 1.10 54 59.40 
Boyd 1.57 31 48.67 1.28 69 88.32 
Breathitt 1.31 59 77.29 1.27 41 52.07 
Carter .73 26 18.98 0.78 74 57.72 
Casey .53 21 11.13 0.58 79 45.82 
Clark .93 23 21 .39 0.85 77 65.45 
Clay .72 46 33.12 0.86 54 46.44 
Clinton .79 26 20.54 0.62 74 45.88 
Cumberland .73 27 19.71 0.92 73 67.16 
El liot 1.36 44 55.76 1.68 59 99.12 
Estill .63 31 19.53 0.60 69 41.40 
Fleming .72 20 14.40 0.82 80 65.60 
Floyd .85 49 41 .65 0.83 51 42.33 
Garrard 1.45 17 24.65 1.45 83 120.35 
Green 1.29 23 29.67 1.31 77 100.87 
Greenup 1.71 25 42.75 1.55 75 116.25 
Harlan .96 55 52.80 0.88 45 39.60 
Jackson .74 33 24.42 0.73 67 48.91 
Johnson 1.49 38 56.62 1.82 62 112.84 
Knott .85 47 39.95 0.97 53 51 .41 
Knox .64 33 21 .12 0.56 67 37.52 
Laurel .74 32 23.68 0.92 68 62.56 
Lawrence .67 36 24.12 0.82 67 54.94 
Lee 1.57 39 61.23 1.81 61 110.41 
Leslie .71 55 39.05 0.84 45 37.80 
Letcher 1.16 51 59.16 1.12 49 54.88 
Lewis 1.25 24 30.00 1.41 76 107.16 
Lincoln 1.18 22 25.96 1.09 78 85.02 
McCreary .70 44 30.80 0.80 56 44.80 
Madison .45 19 8.55 0.53 79 41.87 
Magoffin .71 46 32.66 0.82 54 44.28 
Martin .72 61 43.92 0.42 39 16.38 
Menifee .16 23 3.68 0.21 77 16.17 
Monroe 1.17 24 28.08 1.26 76 95.76 
Montgomery 1.49 18 26.82 1.78 82 145.96 
Morgan .62 32 19.84 0.80 68 54.40 
Owsley .86 33 28.38 0.72 67 48.24 
Perry .80 55 44.00 0.87 45 39.15 
Pike .85 49 41.65 0.99 51 50.49 
Powell 1.19 24 28.56 1.37 76 104.12 
Pulaski 
Rockcastle .35 33 11.55 0.49 67 32.83 
Rowan .79 26 20.54 0.80 74 59.20 
Russell .29 25 7.25 0.29 75 21.75 
Wayne .80 25 20.00 0.87 75 65.25 
Whitley .14 35 4.90 0.15 65 9.75 
Wolfe .32 40 12.80 0.30 60 18.00 
E. Ky. .88 34 29.92 0.93 66 61.38 
Ky. 1.00 26 26.00 1.00 74 74.00 
Sources: Table 16, Table 13, Table 17. 
Table 19. County Schools 
Index of Actual Fiscal Effort 










































































































Table 20. County Schools 
Index of Actual Fiscal Effort 





















Coal County Average .88 
4 above 1.0 
12 below 1.0 





































Sources: Table 21, Table 12. 
Table 2I. Independent Schools 



























































Source: [Kentucky Department of Revenue, 1980). 
Table 22. Independent Schools 
Index of Effective Fiscal Effort 
Real Property Only 
Independent 









































































Table 23. Independent Schools 
Index of Effective Fiscal Effort 
Tangible and Real Property Weightings 
Percent of Effective 
Effective Property Tangible Effective 
Tangible That Is Weighted Real 
County Index X Tangible = Index Index X 
Bell .70 46 32.20 .74 
Boyd 1.01 31 31 .31 .95 
Breathitt .54 59 31.86 .45 
Greenup 1.15 25 28.75 1.00 
Harlan 1.65 55 90.75 1.32 
Johnson 1.10 38 41 .80 1.21 
Knox .95 33 31.35 .75 
Laurel .34 32 10.88 .41 
Letcher 1.57 51 80.07 1.49 
Madison .87 19 16.53 .98 
Perry .88 55 48.40 .95 
Pike 1.42 42 69.58 1.64 
Pulaski 
Wayne .83 25 20.75 .90 
Whitley .77 35 26.95 .83 
E. Ky. .96 34 32.64 1.00 
Ky. 1.00 26 26.00 1.00 
Sources: Table 21, Table 18, Table 22. 
Table 24. Independent Schools 
Index of Effective Fiscal Effort 
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Property Weighted 























































Sources: Table 17, Table 22. 
Table 25. Independent Schools 
Index of Actual Fiscal Effort 
Tangible Property Only 
Independent Collection Rate 


















Table 26. Independent Schools 
Index of Actual Fiscal Effort 
Real Property Only 
Assessment/Sales 















































































































Table 27. Independent Schools 
Index of Actual Fiscal Effort 
Tangible and Real Property Weightings 
Percent of Actual 
Actual Property Tangible Actual 
Tangible That Is Weighted Real 
County Index X Tangible = Index Index 
Bell .65 46 29.90 .73 
Boyd 1.96 31 32.86 1.02 
Breathitt .53 59 31.27 .36 
Greenup 1.16 25 29.00 1.05 
Harlan 1.55 55 85.25 1.43 
Johnson 1.01 38 38.38 1.23 
Knox .80 33 26.40 .69 
Laurel .33 32 10.56 .41 
Letcher 1.45 51 73.95 1.40 
Madison .88 19 16.72 1.05 
Perry .86 55 47.30 .93 
Pike 1.21 49 59.29 1.41 
Pulaski .57 .70 
Wayne .86 25 21.50 .94 
Whitley .74 35 25.90 .80 
E. Ky. .92 34 31.28 .96 
Ky. 1.00 26 26.00 1.00 
Sources: Table 25, Table 23, Table 26. 
Table 28. Independent Schools 
Index of Actual Fiscal Effort 







































Percent of Actual 
Property Real 
That Is Weighted 





















Table 29. Property Tax Revenues 
General Services 
Average Property 
Tax Rate X 
21.0 
19.0 
Tangible Property Only 
Collection Rate Assessed Value 









Table 30. Property Tax Revenues 
General Services 
Average Property 
Tax Rate X 
21.0 
19.0 














Table 3I. Property Tax Revenues 
General Services 











Sources: Tables 29 and 30. 
Revenue 














Table 32. Property Tax Revenues 
County Schools 
Average Property 
Tax Rate X 
18.0 
19.7 
Tangible Property Only 
Assessed Value 











Table 33. Property Tax Revenues 
County Schools 
Average Property 
Tax Rate X 
18.0 
19.7 














Table 34. Property Tax Revenues 
County Schools 











Sources: Tables 32 and 33. 
29 
Revenue 















Table 35. Property Tax Revenues 
Independent Schools 
Average Property 
Tax Rate X 
42.2 
44.1 
Tangible Property Only 
Assessed Value 











Table 36. Property Tax Revenues 
Independent Schools 
Average Property 
Tax Rate X 
42.2 
44.1 














Table 37. Property Tax Revenues 
Independent Schools 










Sources: Tables 35 and 36. 
= 
Revenue 




















Property Tax Revenues 
E. Ky. Revenues 
As a Percent 
of State 
21 .6 
,ource: [Bureau of the Census]. 
E. Ky. Population 
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